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Abstract 
This research provides an opportunity to tap into the literature of the world of project management, understand the 
differences between the types of management and organizations, review the functions of PMOs and remind their roles 
in the success of project management and organizational performance. 
The difficulty in practice is to find a PMO model adaptable to all types of organizations, including non-projectized 
organizations, and the prerequisites pertaining thereto. The search for maturity models of project 
management in organizations is thus a precondition. 
The framework proposed in this research aims to associate the level of maturity to the context studied, 
namely the Moroccan organization of the public sector, and to suggest appropriate levels of PMOs in the project pre-
implementation phase of the PMO. 
 2012 Published by Elsevier Ltd. Selection and/or peer-review under responsibility of 2nd International 
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1. Introduction 
Although many studies cover project management as a whole, some of them focus on information 
systems (IS) project management and the particular role of PMOs. Project management is increasingly 
complicated in an organization non-projectized. Thus, it is necessary to study the different roles and 
functions of PMOs and their contribution to organizational performance. 
To do so, the study begins by a literature review of key terms describing the world of project 
management in relation to our subject. Then, we will define the problem in its different components, the 
key factors for project performance and success factors of PMOs. Subsequently, we will describe the 
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roles of PMO in the success of information systems projects. Finally, we propose a Project 
Management Framework adapted to the Moroccan context through good practices taken from the 
literature of Project Management for the past ten years. 
2. Literature Review  
This first section consists of a literature review on project management and contains definitions will 
clarify the profusion of terminologies that apply to project management. 
2.1.  Project-program-Portfolio 
A first definition adopted by the World Organization for Standardization as ISO 10006(version 
2003) and adopted by AFNOR under the standard X50-105: "The project is a unique process that consists 
of a set of coordinated and controlled activities, containing dates of beginning and ending, undertaken 
to achieve an objective conforming to specific requirements, including time constraints, of costs and 
 The Francophone Association of Project Management (AFITEP) proposes another definition: 
 is a set of actions to achieve with given resources, to meet a defined objective, as part of a 
specific mission, and for accomplishment of which have been identified not only a start, but also an 
end ". The Project Management Institute (PMI, 2008) summarized his project definition in the following 
sentence "A project is a temporary effort exerted in order to create a product, service or result". A project 
is therefore generally characterized by a set of coordinated actions involving diverse skills and resources 
to achieve a specific outcome in a defined time interval. 
Compared to the project, a program is a group of projects whose management is done in a 
coordinated and centralized in order to achieve strategic objectives. These projects are linked by a 
common result (PMI, 2008). 
In the same context, PMI (2008) has defined the portfolio as "a set of projects or programs and 
other operations that are grouped together to facilitate effective management of this work in the pursuit of 
strategic objectives". In portfolio management, and unlike the program management, 
components (projects and programs) are not necessarily interdependent. 
2.2. PMO 
The PMO is a recent activity. It corresponds to an organizational structure that is responsible 
for portfolio management of the enterprise. Harold KERZNER considers the year 2003 the start date of 
the PMO (Gerald I.Kendall and Steven C. Rollins, 2003), but other similar concepts existed long before: 
Project Management Center of Excellence-PMCoE (1995), Project Support Office-PSO (1997). The 
PMO requires a minimum level of maturity in project management in the company. Therefore, we will 
discuss in more detail, the roles, functions and types of PMO in a matrix organization. 
2.3.  Organizations 
Functional organization: is commonly known by its hierarchical and 
pyramidal management where the business manager is both the one who initiates projects 
(technical or commercial), implements them, and controls their execution respecting a vertical hierarchy. 
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In high level, the team members are grouped by specialty and each department performs its 
work independently of the others. 
Matrix organization: is a combination of functional and Projectized structures. The project 
manager, once designated, builds his team with people from different departments, but these are not 
necessarily involved in the project full time, they can run their daily tasks in parallel. In the matrix 
organization, the project manager designates, plans, organizes and controls his project team. He is 
responsible for resources for his project, but each team member continues to depend on his 
department hierarchically. This is a structure that, despite the disorder it introduces, has the advantage of 
better soliciting skills and fostering the sharing of experiences (PMI, 2008). 
Projectized organization: the project-based management refers to the choice made in some companies 
to manage projects as a significant set of innovative activities in order to produce a unique result, product 
or service, within a given period (PMI, 2008). This management style helps optimize skills within the 
company and make it more competitive (Olga Navarro-Flores, 2011). Thus, according to AFNOR 
(standard X50-115), it is called management by project when "organisms structure their organization and 
 PMI, in its fourth edition of the 
PMBoK, described the characteristics of the project by organization type, see Fig.1.  
 
Fig.1: Organizations types (PMI, 2008) 
 Non-projectized organization: 
primarily by p -
managed by the project. It can be functional or matrix.  
3. The management of IS projects in Moroccan organizations 
3.1. Description of the context 
No project or program exists in isolation (Engwall, 2003). For successful management of projects or 
programs, the context must be considered. Lycett et al. (2004) indicated that the effective management of 
programs must be dynamic, flexible and adaptable to changes in the context.  
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In Morocco, as any business project, the project owner, which is generally represented by one or more 
business departments, is responsible for developing upstream specifications. This is a document that 
specifies the functional requirements of the solution to be developed. This is usually done in conjunction 
with Information Systems Department (ISD) who brings in his knowledge of the technical environment 
and experience of technology solutions, validates the technical architecture document, check the technical 
and financial feasibility, and assists, on the technical part, business departments in the implementation of 
their solution. A consulting firm may also come support the company in this process of analysis and then 
accompany it during the tender process of selecting the required solutions in case the track of the specific 
development is rejected after "make or buy" analysis. The entity covering the development and 
integration is supported by ISD. It can also be contracted out (in whole or in part) to a service company. 
This for example occurs when the organism prefers to avoid internalizing an activity not constituting its 
core of business. The finance and purchasing departments are also stakeholders in the present company 
projects. They are involved in the procurement process and negotiation of budgets. 
3.2. Issues related to management of IS projects 
One of the main challenges of an IS project is the diversity of the internal stakeholders involving (John 
McManus & Trevor Wood-Harper, 2003), computer technicians and telecommunications, business 
leaders and decision makers of the highest level up to senior management. For some deployments, such as 
that of a corporate portal or solution for data consolidation, several departments are encouraged to 
collaborate. Coordination of all participants determines the success of project management that results in 
compliance with the roadmap and quality deployments. 
The problem is then to succeed project coordination within and between projects in a matrix 
organization. 
Several studies were conducted in the same subject at the international level; all confirm that the 
majority of projects fail (Erling S. Andersen -2010). Our objective in this research project is to clearly 
define the problem and to propose an adequate solution to the Moroccan public sector context. We will 
begin, initially, by the definition of performance factors based on a literature review, then present the 
particularity of the context of study and define the roles of the PMO in the organization's performance 
and finally propose a framework of pre-project phase implementation of the PMO. 
3.3. Performance factors 
Successful projects in a non-projectized organization are not easy to achieve. To address this problem, 
we propose to decompose it into sub-problems: 
 
 Understand what constitutes successful project management,  
 Identify the difficulties encountered in non-projectized organizations. 
3.3.1 Factors for projects success 
Several studies have addressed the topic of project success; Cooke-Davies, TJ (2002) and Jingting 
(Hobbs & Aubry, 2010). The added value of performance is not particularly limited to economic gains 
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(ROI) that is not measurable (and Mullay Thomas, 2008), it mainly affects other aspects such as 
innovation (Keegan & Turner, 2004), process performance (Winch, 2004) and skills development 
(Thamhain, 2004). 
Hobbs & Aubry (2010) talk about three types of performance: Project Performance, Performance of 
project management and organizational performance. Project performance means profits: profitability, 
productivity, performance.... The project management is reflected in the maintenance cost indicators, 
sured by the efficiency and process capability 
to translate business strategy into projects and action plans. Several names can be used to refer to 
organizational performance, namely, efficiency, productivity, health, accomplishment, efficiency and 
excellence (Savoie& Morin, 2002). The three types of performance are intimately linked. Project success 
depends on Managerial and organizational success (Hobbs &Aubry, 2010). 
3.3.2 The difficulties encountered in non-projectized organization 
The non-projectized organization that exists particularly in the public sector, has the following 
peculiarity: the management of project costs is not considered, since the organization does not have to 
worry about its part of market or profitability (Dr lan Clarkson, 2010); but this does not exclude the 
importance of good project management in the transformation and / or improvement of organizational 
performance. Unlike projectized organizations, human resources management is more complicated in a 
matrix organization. Human and relational factors are more important (Buytendijk, 2009). In this context, 
it is the end user of public services that is most concerned by this improvement and the image of the 
organization depends on. To ensure better project management and achieve a noticeable improvement in 
performance, the PMOs should be created in one or more levels. PMO allows project management to 
anchor and grow in the culture of the organization. To assess the contribution of project management in 
organizational performance, it is interesting to study the roles of the PMO and its different types 
according to their scope of action. 
3.4. The PMO's role in Moroccan organizations 
The published research by Hobbs and Aubry in 2007 and 2010 showed the contribution of project 
management in general and project management offices (PMOs) in particular in organizational 
performance. In Morocco, organizations are beginning to implement a project management structure that 
they also called PMO to monitor strategic projects. This is a solution that has helped to 
establish the project culture within the company in parallel with the operational work. Thus, two 
management systems appear: The operational management system such as ERP and business 
applications. And project management system which mainly consists of management tools used by 
the PMO, project managers, quality managers, and others. Human resources, operating in 
the operational management system, work in their areas of expertise and scope 
of their business (HR, Marketing, Business ...) for the maintenance of the existing (project 
deliverables: services or products). The resources allocated to project management system are of two 
types: "Permanent" (PMO resources ...) and "Part time" where resources work in both management 
systems (the case of organizational resources matrix which are assigned to projects). 
Successful project management depends on good human resource management 
(Crawford, KJ, & Cabanis-Brewin, J. 2006). The PMO is thereby created to provide the support and 
assistance to the company in its management of project resources. Indeed, the availability of 
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a regulatory and structured framework reassures project teams. In this environment, the 
responsibilities are defined and the schedule of workload and the work procedures are clear. In the 
absence of such framework,  people assigned to projects lack visibility on the company's 
strategic vision and working procedures. Their missions and roles in the projects and the limits 
of responsibilities are not defined. This has negative consequences on projects (Demotivation of the 
team, failed projects and lost productivity ...) 
4. Framework Study 
4.1. Levels of PMO 
In research published by Forrester in 2008, three levels of PMOs have been defined: the first level is 
the Strategic PMO: assists the ISD to decline the strategic objectives and provides expertise in initiatives 
of process improvement, driving change and monitoring corporate IT risks. The second level is 
the PMO ISD (or business): it manages the portfolio of projects, monitors their progress (cost, 
time), organizes and monitors the process deployment and use of management 
tools projects, measures the workload of the company 
and provides consolidated reporting of performance indicators and strategic risks on projects. The third 
level is the operational PMO: it plays the role of a coach of project managers in the execution of their 
projects; it consolidates project data and provides indicators for each project.  
The same levels were considered differently by Quyen Vo Quang Dang et al. (2007) in their 
definition of the three axis of PMO characterization: The axis global / local (the scope of PMO 
action), the axis of the reporting line (Directorate General, or else operational 
level).And axis support / control that corresponds to the main function of PMO; it consists in 
determining the role that the PMO will play (the role of coach or rather the role of the controller). The 
the organization, at one or more levels, unless we have the necessary requirements, a well identified scope 
and defined maturity level. 
4.2. The maturity models 
The maturity model is defined as an organizational tool to monitor the company's ability to 
successfully manage its projects (Ibbs and Kwak, 2002, Judgev and Thomas, 2002). In the context of the 
model of maturity in project management, the scope of application is not necessarily the entire company; 
it can be reduced to one business unit, functional group or a department of the organization. Assessing the 
level of maturity of the company is comparing its activities in project management, compared to 'good 
practice' and suggesting areas for improvement. Several maturity models are used to evaluate project 
management, especially in the field of information systems. The best known is the CMM-Capability 
Maturity Model that was introduced by Software Engineering Institute (SEI), and was later replaced by 
CMMI-Capability Maturity Model Integration (SEI, 2006). This model has been used in the project 
management field because of the role the project manager plays in software development process (Cooke-
Davies, 2004). Other models in the field were created. TJ Man (2007), in his research, has built a long list 
of maturity models in project management based on research by Pennypacker (2003). The models 
identified were evaluated using the following criteria: the degree of alignment with the methodology, 
scope, degree of publication, the degree of independence from industry, transparency of calculation, the 
independence to the tools used, the number of years of existence and ease of use. The study focused 
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mainly on the comparison between CMMI (SEI, 2006) and PMMM (Kernzer, 2005). Both models, like 
most other models, define five levels of maturity. Another model that has demonstrated its effectiveness, 
is the model of Crawford (J.Kent Crawford, 2002) which propose a grid of assessment across nine 
sections, inspired by the nine knowledge areas of PMI PMBoK, established on a scale with five levels 
(Informal, Summary, Systemic, Integrated and Optimized). 
And in November 2010, Gartner published full Maturity Model Project Portfolio Management 
activities. 
concerning five dimensions namely: people and roles, practices and processes, technology, financial 
management, and interpersonal relationships. The levels as presented by Gartner: Level 1 - Reactive 
mode: no clear methodology and no formalized role. Internal processes are focused on managing critical 
projects. Level 2 Disciplined PPM: the company is aware of organizing a PMO, the concept of team 
discipline on a project is developed and the concept of workspaces is supported. Level 3 - Adjusted PPM: 
reflects the ability of PMO to have an overall view of its portfolio. Level 4 - Effective PPM: Project 
prioritization and rationalization of investment, it reflects a high level of competence of internal 
candidates. Level 5 - Optimized PPM: it reflects a complete change in the functioning of the organization 
and innovation becomes an ongoing process. Two operating modes coexist: an operational mode and an 
innovative way. Level 0: The PPM is nonexistent.  
Table 1 below, inspired by research of TJ Man (2007) and Pennypacker (2003), includes the main 
maturity models in project management. 
Table 1. The main maturity models in project management 
Acronym Designation Owner 
CMMI Capability Maturity Model Integration Software Engineering Institute (SEI) 
COBIT Control Objectives for Information and related technology Information system audit and control association (ISACA) 
EFQM EFQM Excellence Model European Foundation for Quality Management (ISACA) 
INK INK Management model Institute Nederland Kwaliteit (INK) 
OPM3 Organizational Project Management Maturity Model  Project Management Institute (PMI) 
P2M Project & Program Management for Enterprise Innovation 
(P2M) 
Project Management Association of Japan (PMAJ) 
P3M3 Portfolio, Program, Project  Management Maturity Model Office of Government Commerce (OGC) 
PMMM Program Management Maturity Mode International Institute for learning (IIL) H,Kerzner 
PMMM Project Management Maturity Model J.Kent Crawford 
PPM Maturity 
Model 
Gartner PPM Maturity Model Gartner 
SPICE Software Process Improvement and Capability 
determinations 
Software Quality Institute Griffith University, Australia 
Trillium Trillium Bell Canada 
4.3. Framework description 
The target framework aims to describe the pre-project phase implementation of the PMO. That is to 
trace the roadmap taking into account the level of maturity of the company. This is to decompose the 
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organizational structure of the company and propose an organizational level by PMO according to its 
degree of maturity. In this framework, we propose the following steps: 
 Define the organizational assets of the company (PPM tool, repository, procedures ...) 
 Define the maturity model adapted to the context studied (dimensions of application, evaluation 
criteria...) 
 Define the scope of action of PMO (DG, ISD, Functional structure  
 Assess the maturity of the selected perimeter, 
 Choose the PMO appropriate to the enterprise according to its degree of maturity (Strategic / 
Operational, Support Role / role control ...). 
 Plan for change management, 
 Define the roadmap for implementation of the PMO. 
The maturity levels are the same in most maturity models in project management, PMOs adjustment 
will be made at the dimensions or scope and according to evaluation criteria, taking into account the 
specificity of the context studied. The financial management dimension will be resized in the model for 
the public sector. And maturity levels will be adjusted in the dimension of interpersonal relationships to 
follow the particularity of matrix organizations. 
5. Conclusion and perspectives 
The steps, below, are interesting in that they allow us to have dimensions adjusted for PMOs in 
organizations whatever their typology, size, and areas of intervention. To do so, a study will be conducted 
in the Moroccan context, to identify the dimensions of which will be assessed non-projectized in project 
management and design a database for measuring the level of maturity. 
However, like any organizational transformation, change management cannot succeed without the 
commitment and involvement of the sponsor. 
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